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TO: S/S 


June 14, 1967 


My comment is that Hanoi may well get 
the impression that we have proposed, 
through Baggs and Ashmore, that we would 
be prepared to stop bombing for talks, 
with only the condition that an agenda 
for talks be agreed, and nothing on 
reciprocal military action by Hanoi. 

In my judgment, this is a risky 
proposal at best, and we mav have a 
very tricky problem if Mai 5>an Bo gets 
in touch with Baggs and Ashmore with 
some sort of favorable response. 

fcr/A. 

EA - Wm. P. Bundy 
-9E6ft Eg/EKDI3 
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MEMORANDUM 


DECLASSIFIED 
Authority .ZLQ -*Z*M— 
By_i±±_MA?-A, D?.tc £121^ 

June 14, 1967. 


To: 

From: 

Subject: 


The conversation with Ambassador Van Bo resulted from an. exchange 
oi messages between Robert M. Hutchins, President of the Center for 
the Study of Democratic Institutions, and Hoang Tung, the DRV Minister 
who has been the Center's principal contact in Hanoi. When Hoang Tung 
notified the center- by cable that the DRV had decided to reject the invi- 
tation to participate in a public session at the Pacem in Terris Convo- 
cation in Geneva, dealing with Southeast Asian problems, Hutchins 
replied on May 25 from Geneva: 

" SUGGEST YOU CONSIDER POSSIBILITY OF SMALL PRIVATE- 
MEETING GENEVA ON THURSDAY JUNE 1 OR FRIDAY JUNE 2 
STOP WE COULD INVITE OFFICIAL UNITED STATES REPRE- 
SENTATIVES OR CONFINE UNITED STATES PARTICIPATION 
TO PRIVATE PERSONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE CENTER STOP 
WE WOULD LEAVE FETAL CHOICE OF PARTICIPANTS TO 
YOU STOP THESE ARRANGEMENTS CAN BE MADE IN COMPLETE 
PRIVACY. " 

On Thursday, -June 1 Hoang Tuig cabled from Hanoi that time did not 
permit consideration of such a meeting but that he would like, to have 
more details . Hutchins replied by cable that Ashmore and Baggs 
were available to meet with a representative of Hanoi in Geneva or 
could go to Paris to confer with Ambassador Mai Van Bo. On the 
following Thursday, June 8, the DRV Legation in Paris relayed to 
Ashmore by telephone the information that Van Bo was available for 
conversation. An appointment for Ashmore and Baggs was made for 
2:00 p.m. Monday, June 12. 


Under Secretary Nicholas deB. Katzenbach 

■Harry S. Ashmore and William C. Baggs 

Conversation with Ambassador Mai Van Bo at 
Legation of the Democratic Republic oi Viet-Nam, 
Paris, France, June 12, 1967. 
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The conversation in Paris continued for one hour and a half, in 
French and English. Van Eo was accompanied by an interpreter 
from his Mission staff. Mrs. Crane Haussamen of the staff of the 
Center served as interpreter for Ashmore and Eaggs. 

Van Eo opened by stating his understanding that the conversation 
was wholly private and would not be publicized in any way. Ashmore 
agreed, but noted that he and Baggs would report the conversation 
to the State Department. Baggs then suggested the conversation be 
conducted without regard to protocol, as had been stipulated by 
President Ho Chi Minh in our January conversation with him in 
Hanoi. Van Bo agreed. 

The background of our previous contacts and the Geneva Convocation, 
including the proposal by Southeast Asians for a conf erence later 
this year, were briefly reviewed. Van Bo was obviously informed 
in detail. He said he was prepared to receive any information we had 
to give on any subject for transmission to Hanoi. 

We reiterated that we could speak only as private persons and had no 
brief to act on behalf of our government — although Washington knew 
of our presence with him and would expect to be informed. Baggs 
noted that, while we could not speak for Washington, we could report 
on the views held in official quarters and we thought Van Bo should 
know that there is considerable skepticism in Washington that Hanoi 
is genuinely interested in negotiations at this stage. This, Baggs 
emphasized, resulted from the fact that officials in Washington be- 
lieve Hanoi has made no tangible response to any of the numerous 
feelers made publicly and privately by Washington and various third 
parties . 

Van Bo responded by reiterating Hanoi's official position -- that the 
United States is acting aggressively against the DRV and that no 
reciprocal action is possible until the aggression is halted. It should 
be noted that while this position was stated firmly, and later reiterated 
in some detail, it was done with a minimum of argument and propa- 
ganda and appeared to be almost pro forma. We took it as an indication 
that Van Bo was under instructions to receive any information or pro- 
posals we had to offer, but not to make a response of any kind that 
could be construed as a departure from Hanoi's stated position. 
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Baggs rioted that while official policy in Washington currently 
relies primarily on military pressure against the DRV, the 
government continues to insist that it sincerely seeks an oppor- 
tunity to reach a negotiated settlement of the conflict. Some 
tangible evidence of good faith on the part of the DRV, he pointed 
out, would help satisfy the skepticism in Washington that Hanoi 
really wants peace. On the contrary, we emphasized, continued 
refusal of Hanoi to move from its previously announced position 
tended to disarm those who are of the opinion that an honorable 
settlement in non-military terms is possible. 

Van Bo asked if we had any spebific suggestions. 

Ashmore replied that we could, on our own -motion, offer to arrange 
a private ne eting of influential persons from the United States on 
a wholly unofficial basis, if Hanoi desired the Center to make such 
arrangements. If, however, Hanoi desired to take the discussion 
to the official level — while still maintaining complete privacy -- 
we could only offer to recommend such action to our government. 

Baggs added that he could say that he had every reason to believe 
that Washington would respond favorably to such a suggestion, 
because, he emphasized, he was personally convinced that Washington 
is willing to discuss all reasonable prospects to end the conflict. 

Van Bo then_ asked what we thought might be the subject matter of 
such a meeting. 

Ashmore replied that he understood that Hanoi now stands on the 
proposition that there can be no official discussion of the possibility 
of a settlement until the bombing of the DRV has been halted. Did 
this necessarily, he asked, preclude a preliminary discussion of 
a possible agenda for such a meeting -- to be held privately and 
on the understanding that no further meeting would be held at all 
unless the bombing were in fact halted? This, he stressed, would 
not be a meeting as such, but an exploratory conversation, and 
would not be binding in any way upon either party to it. He noted 
that while both Washington and Hanoi had publicly indicated they 
would be willing to undertake discussions without any prior limi- 
tation on subject matter, it was certainly true in Washington, and 
he assumed in Hanoi, that there were those who felt the ul tim ate 
negotiations would be greatly facilitated if some prior agreement 
on agenda could be reached, at least informally. 
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Van Bo evidenced considerable interest in this suggestion, and 
asked a series of questions to clarify the terms. At this point 
Van Bo said he would prepare very complete notes on our con- 
versation and forward them to Hanoi. 

Baggs said that Ashmore and he felt there was some measure of 
misunderstanding about whether Hanoi would begin talks with our 
government promptly after a cessation of the bombing. Van Bo 
said that his government would not refuse conversations between 
the two governments if the bombing were stopped unconditionally. 

Baggs and Ashmore asked twice more to make clear the position 
of Hanoi. Van Bo twice answered that Hanoi would talk if the 
bombing were stopped without conditions. 

Ashmore then reviewed developments at the Geneva Convocation 
at which representatives of Southeast Asian countries met privately 
to discuss the possibility of a regional conference to be held in some 
neutral point in the area, to explore cultural, economic, and pos- 
sibly even political cooperation among the countries concerned. 

After this session, which wa s chaired by Brigadier General Said 
Uddin . Khan of Pakistan, former Chief of UN peacekeeping forces 
in Indonesia, the Southeast Asian participants requested the Center 
to arrange such a meeting and the Center has agreed to consider, 
the proposal. Ashmore reported that all those present were anxious 
to provide a situation in which all the concerned parties in Viet Nam -- 
Hanoi, Saigon, and NLF — would participate. Among those present 
for these informal discussions were: 

Princess Tiao Moune Souvanna Phouma 
Tianethose Chantarasy, General Secretary of the Council of 
Ministers, of Laos; 

Tan Sri Ghazali bin Shafie, Acting Permanent Secretary for 
Foreign Affairs of Malaysia; 

Thanat Konan', Foreign Minister of Thailand; 

Nugroho, Indonesian Ambassador to Hanoi; 

Sonn Voeunsai, Cambodian Ambassador to France; 

Mamintal Tamano, Chairman of the National Commission on 
Integration, of the Philippines. 

Ashmore said that representatives of the Center would explore these 
possibilities further and would like an opportunity to discuss the matter 
directly with the DRV. Van Bo agreed to pass this information and 
request along to Hanoi. 
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Van Eo then summarized the main points we had made and asked 
if we had anything to add. We agreed that his summary was accurate 
and indicated that we had completed our conversation. Van Eo then- 
said he would report in detail to Hanoi. He then concluded the session 
by saying that he would be available to see us at any time in the future. 

It perhaps should be noted that only toward the conclusion of this con- 
versation was the NLF mentioned by Van Bo. This was injected into 
the conversation without any attempt to state a condition for future 
conversation that would necessarily involve participation by the NLF. 
We avoided raising the question, deliberately, and it is fair to say that 
it arose only most incidentally in the body of these conversations. 



« 

William C. Baggs 
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